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1 Introduction
Events with two or more energetic jets in the final state are copiously produced in proton-
proton (pp) collisions at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). Such events arise when the
constituent partons are scattered with large transverse momenta pT. The invariant mass
spectrum of the dijet system, consisting of the two jets with the largest pT (leading jets),
is predicted by quantum chromodynamics (QCD) to fall steeply and smoothly. However,
there are numerous extensions of the standard model (SM) that predict the existence of new
massive particles that couple to quarks (q) and gluons (g), and result in the appearance of
resonant structures in the dijet mass spectrum. Furthermore, the dijet mass spectrum can
be used to search for quantum black holes. Hence, dijet events provide one of the event
topologies used to search for new physics.
In this Letter we report on a search for narrow resonances in the inclusive dijet mass
spectrum measured with the Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector at the LHC in pp
collisions at a center-of-mass energy of 7 TeV. We complement the generic search with a
more flavour-specific analysis, in which information based on displaced secondary vertices
is used to identify jets resulting from the hadronization and decay of a b quark. As a
consequence, the analysis has an enhanced sensitivity to objects that decay preferentially
into bb pairs.
Although the results of this search are applicable to any massive narrow resonance
decaying to two jets, we consider specific models predicting the following narrow s-channel
dijet resonances:
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• String resonances (S), which are Regge excitations of quarks and gluons in string
theory and decay predominantly to qg [1, 2].
• Scalar diquarks (D), which decay to qq and qq, predicted by a grand unified theory
based on the E6 gauge symmetry group [3].
• Mass-degenerate excited quarks (q∗), which decay to qg, predicted in quark compos-
iteness models [4, 5]; the compositeness scale is set to be equal to the mass of the
excited quark.
• Axial-vector particles called axigluons (A), which decay to qq, predicted in a model
where the symmetry group SU(3) of QCD is replaced by the chiral symmetry SU(3)L×
SU(3)R [6].
• Color-octet colorons (C), which also decay to qq; these are vector particles predicted
by the flavour-universal coloron model, in which the SU(3) gauge symmetry of QCD
is embedded in a larger gauge group [7].
• Scalar color-octet resonances (S8) [8] that appear in many dynamical electroweak
symmetry breaking models such as Technicolor. We consider the decay channel into
a pair of gluons.
• Massive scalar color-octet resonances (S8b) [9] that result from the breaking of an
SU(3) × SU(3) gauge symmetry down to the QCD gauge group and that may have
generically large couplings to b quarks. We consider the production of a coloron that
subsequently decays into an S8b and a light scalar singlet. We fix the singlet mass to
150 GeV. The S8b and scalar singlet have branching fractions (B) of approximately
100% to bb and gg, respectively. The tangent of the mixing angle θ between the two
SU(3) gauges is set to 0.15. This resonance search is inclusive of extra jets, so the
search strategy is insensitive to the decay of the low-mass singlet state.
• New gauge bosons (W′ and Z′), that decay to qq, predicted by models that include
new gauge symmetries [10]; the W′ and Z′ bosons are assumed to have standard-
model-like couplings. Consequently, the ratio between the branching fraction of the
Z′ to bb and the branching fraction to a pair of quarks (excluding the top quark) is
approximately 0.22.
• Randall-Sundrum (RS) gravitons (G), which decay to qq and gg, predicted in the
RS model of extra dimensions [11]. The value of the dimensionless coupling k/MPl
is chosen to be 0.1, where k is the curvature scale in the 5-dimensional anti de Sitter
space and MPl is the reduced Planck scale. The ratio between the branching fraction
of the RS graviton to bb and the branching fraction to a pair of quarks (excluding
the top quark) or gluons is approximately 0.1 [12].
In addition, we report on a search for quantum black holes [13–15] in the inclusive dijet
mass spectrum. This search is motivated by theories with low-scale quantum gravity, which
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offer a novel solution to the hierarchy problem of the standard model by lowering the scale of
quantum gravity MD from the Planck scale (MPl ∼ 1016 TeV) to a lower value MD ∼ 1 TeV,
i.e. a value of the order of the electroweak symmetry breaking scale. Examples of models
using this approach are the Arkani-Hamed-Dimopoulos-Dvali (ADD) model [16, 17] and
the Randall-Sundrum (RS) model [11, 18]. In the former model, extra dimensions are flat
and compactified on a torus or a sphere, while in the latter model, a single extra dimension
(n = 1) is warped. The strengthened gravity allows for formation of quantum black holes
with masses MQBH close to the quantum gravity scale MD. Such objects evaporate faster
than they thermalize, resulting in a non-thermal decay into a pair of jets, rather than a high-
multiplicity final state [14, 15]. An earlier search for quantum black holes performed by the
CMS experiment [19] was based on an analysis of high-multiplicity, energetic final states.
The searches presented in this document exceed the sensitivity to new physics of pre-
vious CMS [19–21] and ATLAS [22–24] published searches. A summary of recent searches
for dijet resonances and a comparison of the approaches between different experiments are
presented in ref. [25]. The most recent dedicated search for bb resonances in the dijet
final state at a hadron collider was performed by the CDF experiment in Run I of the
Tevatron [26].
2 The CMS detector and data sample
The CMS experiment uses a right-handed coordinate system, with the origin at the center
of the detector. The z-axis points along the direction of the counterclockwise beam and
the x-axis points to the centre of the LHC; φ is the azimuthal angle, covering −π < φ ≤ π,
θ is the polar angle, and the pseudorapidity η ≡ − ln[tan(θ/2)].
The central feature of the CMS apparatus is a superconducting solenoid of 6 m internal
diameter providing an axial magnetic field of 3.8 T. Within the field volume in the central
pseudorapidity region are the silicon-pixel and silicon-strip tracker (|η| < 2.4) and the barrel
and endcap calorimeters (|η| < 3) consisting of a lead-tungstate crystal electromagnetic
calorimeter (ECAL) and a brass/scintillator hadron calorimeter (HCAL). An iron/quartz-
fibre Cherenkov calorimeter is located in the forward region (3 < |η| < 5), outside the field
volume. For triggering purposes and to facilitate jet reconstruction, the ECAL and HCAL
cells are grouped into towers projecting radially outward from the center of the detector.
The energy deposits measured in the ECAL and the HCAL within each projective tower
are summed to obtain the calorimeter tower energy. A more detailed description of the
CMS detector, including its muon subdetectors, can be found elsewhere [27].
The integrated luminosity of the data sample used for this analysis is 4.98 ±
0.11 fb−1 [28], and corresponds to the full data sample recorded by the CMS experiment
in 2011. Events are recorded using a two-tier trigger system. The sample was collected
using a combination of triggers requiring the presence of jets in the event. At the start of
the data-taking period, a multijet trigger based on HT was used, where HT is the scalar
sum of the transverse momenta of all jets in the event with pT above 40 GeV. Over the
course of the data-taking period, the HT threshold of the lowest unprescaled HT trigger
was increased from 350 to 750 GeV to keep the overall trigger rate approximately constant
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as the number of additional pp collisions in the same or adjacent bunch crossings (pileup
interactions) was increasing. To mitigate the negative impact of increasing HT thresh-
olds on the overall trigger efficiency, a dedicated dijet-mass trigger based on “wide-jet”
reconstruction, the offline reconstruction technique described in section 3, was introduced
toward the end of the data-taking period. Events with dijet masses greater than 850 GeV
and pseudorapidity separation between the two jets |∆η| < 2 are selected online with this
dedicated trigger. The efficiency of all of the triggers used in this analysis is measured from
the data to be larger than 99.8% for dijet masses above 890 GeV.
3 Event reconstruction and selection
Events selected by the trigger system are required to be consistent with coming from a pp
collision and have at least one reconstructed primary vertex within ±24 cm of the detector
center along the beam line and within 2 cm of the detector center in the plane transverse
to the beam.
Jets are reconstructed offline using the anti-kT clustering algorithm [29] with a distance
parameter of 0.5. The four-momenta of particles reconstructed by the CMS particle-flow
(PF) algorithm [30, 31] are used as input to the jet-clustering algorithm. The particle-flow
algorithm combines information from all CMS subdetectors to provide a complete list of
long-lived particles in the event. Reconstructed and identified particles include muons,
electrons (with associated bremsstrahlung photons), photons (including conversions in the
tracker volume), and charged and neutral hadrons. The reconstructed jet energy E is
defined as the scalar sum of the energies of the constituents of the jet, and the jet momentum
~p as the vector sum of their momenta. The jet transverse momentum pT is the component
of ~p perpendicular to the beam. All reconstructed jets used in this analysis are required to
pass identification criteria that are fully efficient for signal events [32], in order to remove
possible instrumental and non-collision backgrounds in the selected sample. The mising
transverse energy EmissT is defined as the magnitude of the vector sum of the transverse
momenta of all particles reconstructed in the event.
The jet energy scale is calibrated using jet energy corrections derived from Monte
Carlo simulation, test beam results, and collision data [33]. The corrections account for
extra energy clustered into jets from pileup interactions on an event-by-event basis [34].
Additional corrections for the flavor of the jet are small (<1%) and are not applied; however,
when b tagging is applied, the systematic uncertainty in the jet energy scale is increased to
account for the different fragmentation and decay properties of heavy-flavor-originated jets.
Calibrated PF jets are clustered into what are called “wide jets” [21]. The wide jet
reconstruction technique, inspired by performance studies of different jet definitions [35],
increases the search sensitivity by recombining large-angle final-state QCD radiation from
the outgoing partons, resulting in an improved dijet mass resolution. The clustering starts
with the two leading jets, which are both required to have |η| < 2.5. No explicit requirement
on pT of the two leading jets is applied. All other jets with pT > 30 GeV and |η| < 2.5 are
added to the closest leading jet if they are within ∆R ≡
√
(∆η)2 + (∆φ)2 < 1.1, where ∆η
and ∆φ are the distances between the two jets in η and φ, respectively. In this way two
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wide jets are formed. Compared to our previous search [21], the minimum pT threshold for
subleading jets used in the wide-jet technique has been increased from 10 GeV to 30 GeV
in order to be more robust against jets coming from pileup interactions.
The dijet system is composed of the two wide jets. We require that the pseudorapidity
separation ∆η of the two wide jets satisfies |∆η| < 1.3, and that both wide jets be in
the region |η| < 2.5. These requirements maximize the search sensitivity for isotropic
decays of dijet resonances in the presence of QCD background. The dijet mass is given by
m =
√
(E1 + E2)2 − (~p1 + ~p2)2, where E1 (E2) and ~p1 (~p2) are the energy and momentum
of the leading (next-to-leading) jet. For the trigger selection to be fully efficient, we select
events with m > 890 GeV without any requirement on wide-jet pT. To study possible
impact of pileup on the analysis, the rate of selected events, defined as the number of
events passing the event selection per unit of integrated luminosity, over the course of the
data-taking period was analyzed. Despite the increasing pileup, the rate of selected events
was found to be stable.
Jets from the hadronization and decay of b quarks are identified (“tagged”) by the
characteristically long lifetime of B hadrons. The combined-secondary-vertex (CSV) algo-
rithm [36] uses variables from reconstructed secondary vertices together with track-based
lifetime information to distinguish jets that originate from a b quark from those that orig-
inate from lighter quarks and gluons. This algorithm was tuned for b jets from top-quark
decays but shows good performance in other types of events as well. Based on a study of
the expected upper limits and the properties of the tagger, the loose operating point of the
CSV tagger was chosen for this analysis. The ratio of the tagging efficiency between data
and simulation is measured in a b-quark-enriched sample [36]. This data-to-simulation
“scale factor” is found to depend on the jet pT, but it is close to unity (within ∼5%).
A similar scale factor is measured for light jets passing the b-tagging criteria (“mistags”)
and is found to depend on the jet pT and η, but it is also close to unity (within ∼10%).
Because of the limited number of jets at high pT, the scale factors are measured up to a
jet pT of 670 GeV and are extrapolated to higher values of the jet pT. To take into account
additional uncertainty associated with the extrapolation procedure, larger uncertainties are
assigned to the extrapolated values of the scale factors. Only the leading subjet in each of
the two wide jets is considered for b tagging. Therefore, events can be separated into three
exclusive categories: 0, 1, and 2 b tags.
4 Measurement of the dijet mass spectrum
The dijet mass spectrum used to search for narrow dijet resonances is defined as
dσ
dm
' 1∫
Ldt
Ni
∆mi
, (4.1)
where m is the dijet mass, Ni is the number of events in the i-th dijet mass bin, ∆mi is the
width of the i-th dijet mass bin, and
∫
Ldt is the integrated luminosity of the data sample.
The size of dijet mass bins is approximately equal to the dijet mass resolution [20]. To test
the smoothness of the measured dijet mass spectrum, we fit the following parameterization
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to the data:
dσ
dm
=
P0(1−m/
√
s)P1
(m/
√
s)P2+P3 ln(m/
√
s)
, (4.2)
where P0, P1, P2, and P3 are free parameters and
√
s = 7 TeV. This functional form has
been used in previous searches [20, 22, 23, 37] to describe both data and QCD predictions.
Figure 1 (a) presents an inclusive dijet mass spectrum for the two wide jets, a fit to
the data, and bin-by-bin fit residuals, defined as the difference between the data and the fit
value divided by the statistical uncertainty in the data. The vertical error bars are central
intervals with correct coverage for Poisson variation, and the horizontal error bars are the
bin widths. The data are compared to a QCD prediction from pythia [38] (v6.4.24),
which includes a simulation of the CMS detector based on Geant4 [39, 40] (v4.9.4) and
the jet energy corrections. The prediction uses a renormalization scale µ = pT of the hard-
scattered partons with the CTEQ6L1 parton distribution functions (PDFs) [41] and the
Z2 underlying event tune (the Z2 tune is identical to the Z1 tune [42] except that Z2 uses
the CTEQ6L1 PDFs), and has been normalized to the data by multiplying the prediction
by a factor of 1.22. This factor was derived by scaling the number of predicted events
with m > 890 GeV to that observed in data. The shape of the leading-order (LO) QCD
prediction is in agreement with the data. Figures 1 (b), (c), and (d) present the dijet mass
spectra, fits to the data, and the bin-by-bin fit residuals for the three b-tag multiplicity
categories: 0, 1, and 2 b tags.
Based on the fit residuals and the values of the reduced χ2 obtained, no significant
deviations from the fit function are observed in the measured dijet mass spectra, indicating
that the data are well described by a smooth function.
5 Search for narrow dijet resonances and quantum black holes
We search for narrow dijet resonances, for which the natural resonance width is small com-
pared to the CMS dijet mass resolution [25], and for quantum black holes. The dijet mass
shape of narrow dijet resonances depends primarily on the type of partons coming from
the resonance decay, because this affects both the amount of radiation and the response of
the detector to final state jets. Using pythia and the CMS detector simulation, the dijet
mass shapes for the following parton pairings are predicted: qq (or qq) resonances from
the process G→ qq [11], bb resonances from G→ bb [11], qg resonances from q∗ → qg [4],
and gg resonances from G → gg [11]. The predicted dijet mass shapes have a Gaussian
core coming from the jet energy resolution, and a tail towards lower mass arising from
QCD radiation and steeply falling parton distribution functions. The dijet mass shapes
are relatively narrow for qq (qq) resonances, wider for bb and qg resonances, and are the
widest for gg resonances. The increase of the width of the measured mass shape and the
shift of the mass distribution towards lower masses are enhanced when the number of glu-
ons in the final state is larger, because gluons are more likely to radiate than quarks. The
dijet mass shapes are wider for bb resonances because of the presence of neutrinos from
the semileptonic b decays that escape detection.
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Figure 1. (a) Inclusive dijet mass spectrum from wide jets (points) compared to a smooth fit
(solid) and predictions for QCD (short-dashed), excited quarks (q∗), string resonances (S), and
quantum black holes (QBH). The QCD prediction has been normalized to the data (see text). The
shaded band shows the contribution from the systematic uncertainty in the jet energy scale. (b), (c),
(d) Dijet mass spectra from wide jets (points) for different b-tag multiplicity categories compared
to a smooth fit (solid) and predictions for RS graviton (G) and Z′. The bin-by-bin fit residuals are
shown at the bottom of each plot. The functional form of the fit is described in the text.
It is commonly assumed [43, 44] that the minimum mass of quantum black holes MminQBH
cannot be smaller than MD. However, the formation threshold can be significantly larger
than MD. For a given MD, the dijet mass shapes for quantum black holes are fairly
independent of the number of extra dimensions n and would appear as bumps in a steeply
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Figure 2. Tagging rates for 0, 1, and 2 b tags as a function of the resonance mass for (a) bb and
(b) gg decay modes of the RS graviton (G). Hatched regions represent uncertainties in the rates
due to variations of the b-tag scale factors within their uncertainties. The tagging rates for the qq
(q = u,d, s) decay modes are similar to the gg tagging rates.
falling QCD dijet mass spectrum, as shown in figure 1 (a). The dijet mass shapes for
quantum black holes are modeled using the qbh (v1.03) matrix-element generator [45]
with the CTEQ6L PDF set [41], followed by the parton showering simulation with pythia
and a fast parametric simulation of the CMS detector [46].
Based on the number of b-tagged jets, events are separated into three exclusive cate-
gories: 0-, 1-, and 2-tag categories. The tagging rate for each of these categories is defined
as the fraction of events ending up in that category. The tagging rates as a function of
the resonance mass are derived for different decay modes of RS gravitons and are shown
in figure 2 for the bb and gg decay modes. As can be seen in the figure, the efficiency to
correctly tag a b jet decreases as the resonance mass increases. The rate of double-tagging
a resonance that decays into two light quarks or gluons remains below ∼5% throughout
the mass range. The tagging rates for the qq (q = u,d, s) decay modes are similar to the gg
tagging rates. The rate of double-tagging a resonance that decays into two charm quarks
is systematically higher than for light flavor decay modes but is still significantly lower
than for the bb decay mode (by a factor of ∼4 at a resonance mass of 1 TeV). Rather than
introduce an additional dependence of the result on the branching fraction to c quarks, we
assume that the cc decay mode has the same tagging rates as the light quark and gluon
decay modes. This assumption simplifies the interpretation of the analysis by removing
an extra parameter at the cost of slightly reduced sensitivity. The tagging rates shown in
figure 2 are assumed to be universally applicable to all narrow resonances decaying into
the same type of partons.
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Since the tagging rates for all non-bb decay modes are (conservatively) assumed to be
the same, the only free parameter that specifies the fraction of 0, 1, and 2 b-tag events
originating from a narrow resonance with a given mass is the bb decay fraction fbb defined
at the parton level as
fbb =
B(X→ bb)
B(X→ jj)
, (5.1)
where X is a generic narrow resonance. As fbb increases, the fraction of events from
a resonance populating the 2 b-tag spectrum is expected to increase, depending on the
tagging rates shown in figure 2. Because of the inefficiency in b tagging, even in the case
of fbb = 1, a fraction of events still populates the 0 and 1 b-tag spectra.
5.1 Statistical treatment and systematic uncertainties
No significant deviations from the expected background have been observed in the measured
dijet mass spectra. We use the measured dijet mass spectra, the background parameter-
ization, and the dijet mass shapes to set upper limits on σ × B × A, the product of the
production cross section (σ), branching fraction (B) for the jet-jet final state, and accep-
tance (A) for the kinematic requirements |η| < 2.5 and |∆η| < 1.3. The acceptance for
isotropic decays is A ≈ 0.6, independent of the heavy resonance mass.
For setting upper limits, we use a Bayesian formalism [47] with a flat prior on the signal
cross section, consistent with other dijet resonance searches at the LHC [21, 24]; log-normal
priors are used to model systematic uncertainties, which are marginalized as nuisance
parameters. We calculate the posterior probability density as a function of resonance cross
section independently at each value of the resonance mass. With b tagging applied, the
data from each of the three tagged spectra are combined into a single likelihood to provide
a single limit by assuming a particular value for fbb.
In order to achieve good coverage properties for the confidence intervals in the presence
of a signal that is not yet strong enough to be observed, the data are fit to the background
function plus a signal line shape with the signal cross section treated as a free parameter.
The resulting fit function with the signal cross section set to zero is used as the background
hypothesis. The uncertainty in the background fit is incorporated by marginalizing over
the background fit parameters (not including the signal cross section) after diagonalizing
the covariance matrix to account for the correlations in the parameters. We also calculate
the expected upper limits on σ×B×A using pseudo-experiments: ensembles of simulated
experiments generated from the smooth background parameterization obtained from the
signal-plus-background fit to the data.
While events from a resonance that are double-tagged are dominated by the bb final
state (assuming that fbb is not trivially small), there remains an ambiguity for the 0 and
1 b-tag cases. Resonances such as the RS graviton decay into pairs of gluons as well as qq
pairs. On the other hand, particles such as the Z′ or S8b decay exclusively into qq final
states. Because of the gluon’s larger color factor, gluons radiate more than quarks, resulting
in a broader dijet mass shape and, consequently, weaker expected limits. While the wide-
jet reconstruction technique mitigates this effect, the limits depend on whether the 0 and
1 b-tag mass shapes are dominated by gluons or quarks in the final state. Therefore, when
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b tagging is applied, two sets of upper limits are placed on σ ×B ×A, one for resonances
that decay into gluons in addition to b quarks (“gg/bb”) and one for resonances that decay
into quarks only (“qq/bb”). Mass shapes appropriate to gg or qq resonances are used in
conjuction with a bb mass shape used for both types of resonances. The mass shapes in
each tag category are weighted according to the expected gluon, quark, or b-quark content,
as determined by the tagging rates and fbb.
In the inclusive analysis, the dominant sources of systematic uncertainty are the jet
energy scale (2.2%), the jet energy resolution (10%), the integrated luminosity determina-
tion (2.2%) [28], and the statistical uncertainty in the background parameterization, where
the uncertainties in the sources are given in parentheses. The statistical uncertainty in the
background parameterization leads to the uncertainty in the expected background yields,
with the double-tagged dijet mass spectrum having the largest uncertainty that ranges
from ∼1% at a dijet mass of 1 TeV to ∼15% at 3.5 TeV. The jet energy scale and the res-
olution uncertainties are incorporated into the limit-setting calculation by marginalizing
over nuisance parameters that control the mean and the width of the dijet mass shape.
For the b-tagged analysis, the uncertainties in the b-tag scale factors (∼5% for heavy and
∼10% for light flavor jets) [36] are also considered. The flavor dependence of the energy
response for PF jets at high jet pT (>100 GeV) relevant for this analysis is well within
the jet energy scale uncertainty [33]; nevertheless, for the b-tagged analysis, the jet energy
scale uncertainty is conservatively assigned to be 3% for all resonance masses considered.
6 Results
Figure 3 shows the observed upper limits at the 95% confidence level (CL) on σ×B×A for
qq, qg, and gg resonances from the inclusive analysis. The observed upper limits for signal
masses between 1.0 and 4.3 TeV are also reported in table 1. The observed upper limits can
be compared to predictions of σ×B×A at the parton level, without any detector simulation,
in order to determine mass limits on new particles. The theoretical predictions are obtained
at LO with narrow width approximation using CTEQ6L1 parton distribution functions [41].
For S8b resonances, a LO cross section is obtained using the MadGraph matrix-element
generator [48]. For axigluons and colorons, we also take into account the next-to-leading-
order K-factors [49]. New particles are excluded at the 95% CL in mass regions for which
the theory curve lies above the upper limit for the appropriate pair of partons.
Figure 4 shows the expected limits and their uncertainty bands for qq, qg, and gg
resonances and compares them to both the observed limits and theoretical predictions
for new resonances. Upward fluctuations in data observed around 2 and 2.5 TeV result
in observed limits that are less stringent than the expected ones; conversely, a downward
fluctuation around 3.2 TeV results in more stringent observed limits than the expected ones.
For string resonances, we exclude masses smaller than 4.31 TeV; this extends our
previous exclusion of 0.5 < M(S) < 4.0 TeV [20, 21]. For excited quarks, we exclude
masses smaller than 3.32 TeV; this extends our previous exclusion of 0.5 < M(q∗) <
2.49 TeV [20, 21] and extends the ATLAS exclusion at 2.99 TeV [24]. For E6 diquarks,
we exclude masses in the range 1.0 < M(E6) < 3.75 TeV; this extends our previous exclu-
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Figure 3. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ × B × A for dijet resonances of type gluon-
gluon (open circles), quark-gluon (solid circles), and quark-quark (open boxes) from the inclusive
analysis, compared to theoretical predictions for string resonances [1, 2], excited quarks [4, 5],
axigluons [6, 49], colorons [7], E6 diquarks [3], S8 resonances [8], W
′ and Z′ bosons [10], and
Randall-Sundrum gravitons [11].
Mass Upper limit on σ ×B ×A [pb] Mass Upper limit on σ ×B ×A [pb]
[TeV] qq qg gg [TeV] qq qg gg
1.0 1.0 1.3 2.5 2.7 0.018 0.022 0.035
1.1 0.34 0.42 0.68 2.8 0.010 0.012 0.018
1.2 0.28 0.29 0.47 2.9 0.0068 0.0080 0.0118
1.3 0.11 0.13 0.20 3.0 0.0045 0.0054 0.0079
1.4 0.12 0.13 0.15 3.1 0.0032 0.0039 0.0056
1.5 0.16 0.17 0.23 3.2 0.0027 0.0032 0.0045
1.6 0.10 0.11 0.15 3.3 0.0028 0.0034 0.0044
1.7 0.062 0.073 0.112 3.4 0.0030 0.0037 0.0048
1.8 0.038 0.046 0.072 3.5 0.0030 0.0037 0.0048
1.9 0.038 0.045 0.057 3.6 0.0029 0.0035 0.0049
2.0 0.066 0.077 0.103 3.7 0.0028 0.0034 0.0049
2.1 0.071 0.090 0.139 3.8 0.0027 0.0032 0.0051
2.2 0.050 0.065 0.107 3.9 0.0025 0.0030 0.0049
2.3 0.032 0.045 0.070 4.0 0.0023 0.0026 0.0047
2.4 0.032 0.041 0.059 4.1 0.0019 0.0024 0.0039
2.5 0.035 0.044 0.064 4.2 0.0016 0.0020 0.0037
2.6 0.030 0.036 0.054 4.3 0.0014 0.0017 0.0032
Table 1. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ × B × A for narrow quark-quark (qq), quark-
gluon (qg) and gluon-gluon (gg) resonances with masses between 1.0 and 4.3 TeV, derived from an
inclusive analysis of dijet mass spectra.
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Figure 4. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ ×B ×A for (a) quark-quark, (b) quark-gluon, (c)
and gluon-gluon dijet resonances (points) from the inclusive analysis are compared to the expected
limits (dot-dashed) and their variation at 1σ and 2σ levels (shaded bands). Theoretical predictions
for various resonance models are also shown.
sion at 3.52 TeV [20, 21, 25]. For axigluons or colorons, we exclude masses smaller than
3.36 TeV; this extends our previous exclusion of 0.50 < M(A,C) < 2.47 TeV [20, 21] and is
similar to the ATLAS limit of 3.32 TeV based on 1 fb−1 of data [24]. (We note here that the
ATLAS and CMS experiments use different methods to calculate the axigluon and coloron
cross section, which results in noticeable differences in the expected and observed mass
limits for these models [25].)
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Model Final State Exp. Mass Exclusion Obs. Mass Exclusion
[TeV] [TeV]
String Resonance (S) qg [1.0, 4.29] [1.0, 4.31]
Excited Quark (q∗) qg [1.0, 3.05] [1.0, 3.32]
E6 Diquark (D) qq [1.0, 3.74] [1.0, 3.75]
Axigluon (A) / Coloron (C) qq [1.0, 3.16] [1.0, 3.36]
S8 Resonance (S8) gg [1.0, 2.24] [1.0, 2.07]
W′ Boson (W′) qq [1.0, 1.78] [1.0, 1.92]
Z′ Boson (Z′) qq [1.0, 1.45] [1.0, 1.47]
Table 2. Observed and expected 95% CL mass exclusions for specific models of dijet resonances
from the inclusive analysis.
For the S8 color-octet model, we exclude masses in the range 1.0 < M(S8) < 2.07 TeV;
this extends the previous ATLAS exclusion of 0.9 < M(S8) < 1.92 TeV [24]. For W′ bosons,
we exclude masses in the range 1.00 < M(W′) < 1.92 TeV; this extends the previous CMS
exclusion limit 1.0 < M(W′) < 1.51 TeV [20, 21]. Finally, we exclude Z′ bosons in the mass
range 1.0 < M(Z′) < 1.47 TeV. The observed and expected mass exclusions for specific
models of dijet resonances are summarized in table 2 and are in generally good agreeement.
With the present data set, we start to be sensitive to the Randall-Sundrum gravitons
just above 1 TeV of mass. For the specific case of the Randall-Sundrum graviton, which
couples either to a pair of gluons or to a quark-antiquark pair, the model-dependent limits
on cross section are derived using a weighted average of the qq and gg dijet mass shapes,
where the weights correspond to the relative branching fractions for these two final states.
Although not strictly correct, approximate limits can be obtained by defining the model-
dependent limits as a weighted average of the model-independent qq and gg limits. In the
case of the Randall-Sundrum graviton, this approximate procedure was found to produce
upper limits that differ by as much as 20% from those obtained using the weighted dijet
mass shapes. However, for steeply falling signal cross sections, this difference would result
in a relatively modest difference in the mass limit.
The 95% CL observed upper limits on σ × B × A for quantum black holes, derived
from the inclusive analysis, are shown in figure 5 and reported in table 3. The correspond-
ing lower limits on the minimum mass of quantum black holes range from 4 to 5.3 TeV,
depending on the model parameters, and are shown in figure 6 as a function of MD. These
limits are slightly better than those obtained in ref. [19], where the same models were used.
In ref. [19], a ST variable, defined as ST =
∑
pT+E
miss
T where the sum runs over individual
objects: jets, electrons, photons, and muons, was used as a discriminator between the signal
and the background, and counting experiments were performed above certain ST values.
In this analysis we take advantage of the fact that the shape of the signal in the dijet mass
distribution is narrower than that in the generic ST variable. This improved signal resolu-
tion allows us to extend the limits from the previous search. With the present data set, this
analysis is not yet sensitive to the production of quantum black holes with MD = 5 TeV and
would require a factor of 2–3 increase in data to become sensitive to scenarios with n = 5–6.
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Figure 5. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ × B × A as a function of the minimum mass
of quantum black holes, compared to theoretical predictions for a quantum gravity scale of (a)
MD = 2 TeV, (b) MD = 3 TeV, (c) MD = 4 TeV, and (d) MD = 5 TeV, with the number of
extra dimensions n ranging from one to six. The observed upper cross section limits are fairly
independent of n (limits for n = 2–6 are within ∼5% of those for n = 1) and would be practically
indistinguishable in the above plots; therefore, for display purposes, only the observed upper limits
for n = 1 are shown.
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MminQBH Upper limit on σ ×B ×A [pb]
[TeV] MD = 2 TeV MD = 3 TeV MD = 4 TeV MD = 5 TeV
2.0 0.048
2.1 0.051
2.2 0.037
2.3 0.032
2.4 0.025
2.5 0.014
2.6 0.0061
2.7 0.0044
2.8 0.0035
2.9 0.0029
3.0 0.0026 0.0025
3.1 0.0027 0.0027
3.2 0.0030 0.0029
3.3 0.0028 0.0028
3.4 0.0025 0.0026
3.5 0.0022 0.0023
3.6 0.0020 0.0020
3.7 0.0017 0.0018
3.8 0.0015 0.0015
3.9 0.0013 0.0013
4.0 0.0010 0.0011 0.0011
4.1 0.00092 0.00096 0.00096
4.2 0.00087 0.00087 0.00087
4.3 0.00080 0.00081 0.00081
4.4 0.00077 0.00079 0.00078
4.5 0.00076 0.00077 0.00077
4.6 0.00074 0.00075 0.00075
4.7 0.00072 0.00073 0.00074
4.8 0.00072 0.00072 0.00072
4.9 0.00071 0.00071 0.00071
5.0 0.00071 0.00069 0.00071 0.00071
5.1 0.00069 0.00070 0.00071 0.00071
5.2 0.00070 0.00071 0.00070 0.00069
5.3 0.00068 0.00072 0.00071 0.00071
Table 3. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ×B ×A for quantum black holes from the inclusive
analysis. Only the limits for n = 1 are reported. The limits for n = 2–6 are within ∼5% of those
for n = 1.
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Figure 6. Observed 95% CL lower limits on the minimum mass of quantum black holes as a
function of the quantum gravity scale MD for the number of extra dimensions n of one (Randall-
Sundrum model) and two to six (ADD model).
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Figure 7. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ × B × A for dijet resonances of type (a) gg/bb
and (b) qq/bb, as defined in section 5.1, from the b-tagged analysis for four different values of fbb,
compared to theoretical predictions for RS gravitons [11], Z′ bosons [10], and S8b resonances [9].
Figure 7 shows the observed upper limits at the 95% CL on σ ×B ×A for gg/bb and
qq/bb resonances from the b-tagged analysis for different values of fbb. For any model with
known value of fbb, the prediction of σ × B × A at the parton level has to be compared
to an appropriate limit curve in order to determine mass limits. The prediction for RS
gravitons should be compared to the fbb = 0.1 limit curve, for Z
′ bosons to the fbb = 0.2
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Figure 8. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ × B × A for qq/bb resonances, as defined in
section 5.1, from the b-tagged analysis with (a) fbb = 0.2 and (b) fbb = 1.0 (points), compared to
the expected limits (dashed) and their variation at 1σ and 2σ levels (shaded bands). Theoretical
predictions for Z′ bosons and S8b resonances are also shown.
limit curve, and for S8b resonances to the fbb = 1.0 limit curve. The observed upper
limits for signal masses between 1.0 and 4.0 TeV and the values of fbb shown in figure 7 are
reported in table 4. It is worth noting that for gg/bb resonances, the limits become more
stringent as fbb increases. For example, for gg/bb resonances with masses below 2 TeV, the
upper cross section limits are as much as 70% lower for fbb = 1.0 than for fbb = 0.1. For
qq/bb resonances, however, this trend reverses at large values of the resonance mass since
b tagging starts to lose its discriminating power and qq/bb mass shapes become wider as
fbb increases.
Figure 8 shows the expected limits and their uncertainty bands for qq/bb resonances
with fbb = 0.2 and fbb = 1.0 and compares them to both the observed limits and theoretical
predictions for Z′ bosons and S8b resonances. The expected exclusion for Z
′ bosons is
1.0 < M(Z′) < 1.45 TeV, and we exclude 1.04 < M(Z′) < 1.49 TeV. For S8b resonances, the
expected exclusion is 1.0 < M(S8b) < 1.42 TeV, and we exclude 1.0 < M(S8b) < 1.08 TeV
and 1.12 < M(S8b) < 1.56 TeV. With the present data, no limits are set on the RS graviton
mass. The observed and expected mass exclusions from the b-tagged analysis for Z′ bosons
and S8b resonances are summarized in table 5.
7 Summary
A search for narrow resonances and quantum black holes in the dijet mass spectra has
been performed using pp collisions at
√
s = 7 TeV, collected by the CMS detector at the
LHC. Measured dijet mass spectra with and without b-tagging requirements are observed
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Mass Upper limit on σ ×B ×A [pb]
[TeV] gg/bb qq/bb gg/bb, qq/bb
fbb = 0.1 fbb = 0.5 fbb = 0.75 fbb = 0.2 fbb = 0.5 fbb = 0.75 fbb = 1.0
1.0 4.2 1.3 0.86 1.4 1.2 0.87 0.62
1.1 1.6 1.2 0.85 0.59 0.85 0.78 0.68
1.2 0.55 0.34 0.25 0.27 0.26 0.23 0.20
1.3 0.22 0.10 0.072 0.12 0.09 0.069 0.060
1.4 0.12 0.063 0.045 0.099 0.061 0.046 0.037
1.5 0.17 0.073 0.054 0.13 0.082 0.055 0.041
1.6 0.20 0.11 0.083 0.11 0.097 0.078 0.064
1.7 0.17 0.14 0.11 0.076 0.087 0.093 0.093
1.8 0.096 0.099 0.087 0.051 0.061 0.069 0.074
1.9 0.065 0.072 0.064 0.050 0.054 0.056 0.058
2.0 0.10 0.082 0.068 0.078 0.076 0.069 0.059
2.1 0.14 0.092 0.071 0.078 0.077 0.068 0.056
2.2 0.12 0.078 0.059 0.061 0.059 0.054 0.046
2.3 0.09 0.060 0.047 0.041 0.042 0.041 0.038
2.4 0.068 0.052 0.043 0.036 0.039 0.039 0.037
2.5 0.067 0.054 0.046 0.039 0.042 0.042 0.039
2.6 0.064 0.050 0.042 0.035 0.038 0.038 0.036
2.7 0.053 0.040 0.033 0.026 0.032 0.032 0.030
2.8 0.035 0.026 0.022 0.017 0.019 0.019 0.019
2.9 0.020 0.016 0.014 0.0098 0.011 0.012 0.012
3.0 0.013 0.0099 0.0085 0.0063 0.0069 0.0075 0.0077
3.1 0.0082 0.0068 0.0060 0.0041 0.0046 0.0049 0.0052
3.2 0.0058 0.0048 0.0043 0.0032 0.0036 0.0038 0.0040
3.3 0.0048 0.0043 0.0041 0.0031 0.0034 0.0035 0.0037
3.4 0.0052 0.0047 0.0043 0.0033 0.0035 0.0037 0.0040
3.5 0.0054 0.0047 0.0043 0.0032 0.0034 0.0037 0.0039
3.6 0.0051 0.0043 0.0040 0.0031 0.0033 0.0034 0.0036
3.7 0.0051 0.0041 0.0037 0.0029 0.0031 0.0032 0.0033
3.8 0.0049 0.0038 0.0034 0.0026 0.0029 0.0030 0.0031
3.9 0.0045 0.0034 0.0031 0.0023 0.0025 0.0026 0.0027
4.0 0.0041 0.0032 0.0027 0.0020 0.0021 0.0023 0.0024
Table 4. Observed 95% CL upper limits on σ × B × A for narrow gg/bb and qq/bb resonances,
as defined in section 5.1, from the b-tagged analysis for signal masses between 1.0 and 4.0 TeV.
to be consistent with the standard model expectation of a smoothly falling distribution.
There is no evidence for new particle production in the data. Model-independent upper
limits are presented on the product σ ×B ×A that are applicable to any model of narrow
dijet resonance production, and with b tagging applied, limits are expressed in terms of the
branching fraction to b-jet pairs. Lower limits are obtained on the mass of string resonances,
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Model Final State Exp. Mass Exclusion Obs. Mass Exclusion
[TeV] [TeV]
Z′ Boson (Z′) qq [1.0, 1.45] [1.04, 1.49]
S8b Resonance (S8b) qq [1.0, 1.42] [1.0, 1.08], [1.12, 1.56]
Table 5. Observed and expected 95% CL mass exclusions from the b-tagged analysis for Z′ bosons
and S8b resonances.
excited quarks, axigluons and colorons, scalar color-octet resonances, E6 diquarks, W
′ and
Z′ bosons, and quantum black holes. Most of these limits extend excluded mass ranges
from the previous searches.
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M. Haguenauer, P. Miné, C. Mironov, I.N. Naranjo, M. Nguyen, C. Ochando, P. Paganini,
D. Sabes, R. Salerno, Y. Sirois, C. Veelken, A. Zabi
Institut Pluridisciplinaire Hubert Curien, Université de Strasbourg, Univer-
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D. Krücker, E. Kuznetsova, W. Lange, J. Leonard, W. Lohmann18, B. Lutz, R. Mankel,
I. Marfin, M. Marienfeld, I.-A. Melzer-Pellmann, A.B. Meyer, J. Mnich, A. Mussgiller,
S. Naumann-Emme, O. Novgorodova, F. Nowak, J. Olzem, H. Perrey, A. Petrukhin,
D. Pitzl, A. Raspereza, P.M. Ribeiro Cipriano, C. Riedl, E. Ron, M. Rosin, J. Salfeld-
Nebgen, R. Schmidt18, T. Schoerner-Sadenius, N. Sen, A. Spiridonov, M. Stein, R. Walsh,
C. Wissing
University of Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany
V. Blobel, H. Enderle, J. Erfle, U. Gebbert, M. Görner, M. Gosselink, J. Haller,
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National Scientific Center, Kharkov Institute of Physics and Technology,
Kharkov, Ukraine
L. Levchuk
University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom
J.J. Brooke, E. Clement, D. Cussans, H. Flacher, R. Frazier, J. Goldstein, M. Grimes,
G.P. Heath, H.F. Heath, L. Kreczko, S. Metson, D.M. Newbold39, K. Nirunpong, A. Poll,
S. Senkin, V.J. Smith, T. Williams
Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Didcot, United Kingdom
L. Basso54, K.W. Bell, A. Belyaev54, C. Brew, R.M. Brown, D.J.A. Cockerill, J.A. Cough-
lan, K. Harder, S. Harper, J. Jackson, B.W. Kennedy, E. Olaiya, D. Petyt, B.C. Radburn-
Smith, C.H. Shepherd-Themistocleous, I.R. Tomalin, W.J. Womersley
Imperial College, London, United Kingdom
R. Bainbridge, G. Ball, R. Beuselinck, O. Buchmuller, D. Colling, N. Cripps, M. Cutajar,
P. Dauncey, G. Davies, M. Della Negra, W. Ferguson, J. Fulcher, D. Futyan, A. Gilbert,
A. Guneratne Bryer, G. Hall, Z. Hatherell, J. Hays, G. Iles, M. Jarvis, G. Karapostoli,
M. Kenzie, L. Lyons, A.-M. Magnan, J. Marrouche, B. Mathias, R. Nandi, J. Nash,
A. Nikitenko41, J. Pela, M. Pesaresi, K. Petridis, M. Pioppi55, D.M. Raymond, S. Rogerson,
A. Rose, C. Seez, P. Sharp†, A. Sparrow, M. Stoye, A. Tapper, M. Vazquez Acosta,
T. Virdee, S. Wakefield, N. Wardle, T. Whyntie
Brunel University, Uxbridge, United Kingdom
M. Chadwick, J.E. Cole, P.R. Hobson, A. Khan, P. Kyberd, D. Leggat, D. Leslie,
W. Martin, I.D. Reid, P. Symonds, L. Teodorescu, M. Turner
Baylor University, Waco, USA
K. Hatakeyama, H. Liu, T. Scarborough
The University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, USA
O. Charaf, S.I. Cooper, C. Henderson, P. Rumerio
Boston University, Boston, USA
A. Avetisyan, T. Bose, C. Fantasia, A. Heister, J. St. John, P. Lawson, D. Lazic, J. Rohlf,
D. Sperka, L. Sulak
Brown University, Providence, USA
J. Alimena, S. Bhattacharya, G. Christopher, D. Cutts, Z. Demiragli, A. Ferapontov,
A. Garabedian, U. Heintz, S. Jabeen, G. Kukartsev, E. Laird, G. Landsberg, M. Luk,
M. Narain, M. Segala, T. Sinthuprasith, T. Speer
– 33 –
J
H
E
P
0
1
(
2
0
1
3
)
0
1
3
University of California, Davis, Davis, USA
R. Breedon, G. Breto, M. Calderon De La Barca Sanchez, M. Caulfield, S. Chauhan,
M. Chertok, J. Conway, R. Conway, P.T. Cox, J. Dolen, R. Erbacher, M. Gardner,
R. Houtz, W. Ko, A. Kopecky, R. Lander, O. Mall, T. Miceli, R. Nelson, D. Pellett,
F. Ricci-Tam, B. Rutherford, M. Searle, J. Smith, M. Squires, M. Tripathi, R. Vasquez
Sierra, R. Yohay
University of California, Los Angeles, Los Angeles, USA
V. Andreev, D. Cline, R. Cousins, J. Duris, S. Erhan, P. Everaerts, C. Farrell, J. Hauser,
M. Ignatenko, C. Jarvis, G. Rakness, P. Schlein†, P. Traczyk, V. Valuev, M. Weber
University of California, Riverside, Riverside, USA
J. Babb, R. Clare, M.E. Dinardo, J. Ellison, J.W. Gary, F. Giordano, G. Hanson, H. Liu,
O.R. Long, A. Luthra, H. Nguyen, S. Paramesvaran, J. Sturdy, S. Sumowidagdo, R. Wilken,
S. Wimpenny
University of California, San Diego, La Jolla, USA
W. Andrews, J.G. Branson, G.B. Cerati, S. Cittolin, D. Evans, A. Holzner, R. Kelley,
M. Lebourgeois, J. Letts, I. Macneill, B. Mangano, S. Padhi, C. Palmer, G. Petrucciani,
M. Pieri, M. Sani, V. Sharma, S. Simon, E. Sudano, M. Tadel, Y. Tu, A. Vartak,
S. Wasserbaech56, F. Würthwein, A. Yagil, J. Yoo
University of California, Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, USA
D. Barge, R. Bellan, C. Campagnari, M. D’Alfonso, T. Danielson, K. Flowers, P. Geffert,
C. George, F. Golf, J. Incandela, C. Justus, P. Kalavase, D. Kovalskyi, V. Krutelyov,
S. Lowette, R. Magaña Villalba, N. Mccoll, V. Pavlunin, J. Ribnik, J. Richman, R. Rossin,
D. Stuart, W. To, C. West
California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, USA
A. Apresyan, A. Bornheim, Y. Chen, E. Di Marco, J. Duarte, M. Gataullin, Y. Ma, A. Mott,
H.B. Newman, C. Rogan, M. Spiropulu, V. Timciuc, J. Veverka, R. Wilkinson, S. Xie,
Y. Yang, R.Y. Zhu
Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, USA
V. Azzolini, A. Calamba, R. Carroll, T. Ferguson, Y. Iiyama, D.W. Jang, Y.F. Liu,
M. Paulini, H. Vogel, I. Vorobiev
University of Colorado at Boulder, Boulder, USA
J.P. Cumalat, B.R. Drell, W.T. Ford, A. Gaz, E. Luiggi Lopez, J.G. Smith, K. Stenson,
K.A. Ulmer, S.R. Wagner
Cornell University, Ithaca, USA
J. Alexander, A. Chatterjee, N. Eggert, L.K. Gibbons, B. Heltsley, W. Hopkins, A. Khukhu-
naishvili, B. Kreis, N. Mirman, G. Nicolas Kaufman, J.R. Patterson, A. Ryd, E. Salvati,
W. Sun, W.D. Teo, J. Thom, J. Thompson, J. Tucker, Y. Weng, L. Winstrom, P. Wittich
Fairfield University, Fairfield, USA
D. Winn
– 34 –
J
H
E
P
0
1
(
2
0
1
3
)
0
1
3
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, USA
S. Abdullin, M. Albrow, J. Anderson, L.A.T. Bauerdick, A. Beretvas, J. Berryhill,
P.C. Bhat, K. Burkett, J.N. Butler, V. Chetluru, H.W.K. Cheung, F. Chlebana,
V.D. Elvira, I. Fisk, J. Freeman, Y. Gao, D. Green, O. Gutsche, J. Hanlon, R.M. Har-
ris, J. Hirschauer, B. Hooberman, S. Jindariani, M. Johnson, U. Joshi, B. Klima,
S. Kunori, S. Kwan, C. Leonidopoulos57, J. Linacre, D. Lincoln, R. Lipton, J. Lykken,
K. Maeshima, J.M. Marraffino, V.I. Martinez Outschoorn, S. Maruyama, D. Mason,
P. McBride, K. Mishra, S. Mrenna, Y. Musienko58, C. Newman-Holmes, V. O’Dell,
O. Prokofyev, E. Sexton-Kennedy, S. Sharma, W.J. Spalding, L. Spiegel, L. Taylor,
S. Tkaczyk, N.V. Tran, L. Uplegger, E.W. Vaandering, R. Vidal, J. Whitmore, W. Wu,
F. Yang, J.C. Yun
University of Florida, Gainesville, USA
D. Acosta, P. Avery, D. Bourilkov, M. Chen, T. Cheng, S. Das, M. De Gruttola,
G.P. Di Giovanni, D. Dobur, A. Drozdetskiy, R.D. Field, M. Fisher, Y. Fu, I.K. Furic,
J. Gartner, J. Hugon, B. Kim, J. Konigsberg, A. Korytov, A. Kropivnitskaya, T. Kypreos,
J.F. Low, K. Matchev, P. Milenovic59, G. Mitselmakher, L. Muniz, M. Park, R. Remington,
A. Rinkevicius, P. Sellers, N. Skhirtladze, M. Snowball, J. Yelton, M. Zakaria
Florida International University, Miami, USA
V. Gaultney, S. Hewamanage, L.M. Lebolo, S. Linn, P. Markowitz, G. Martinez, J.L. Ro-
driguez
Florida State University, Tallahassee, USA
T. Adams, A. Askew, J. Bochenek, J. Chen, B. Diamond, S.V. Gleyzer, J. Haas,
S. Hagopian, V. Hagopian, M. Jenkins, K.F. Johnson, H. Prosper, V. Veeraraghavan,
M. Weinberg
Florida Institute of Technology, Melbourne, USA
M.M. Baarmand, B. Dorney, M. Hohlmann, H. Kalakhety, I. Vodopiyanov, F. Yumiceva
University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), Chicago, USA
M.R. Adams, L. Apanasevich, Y. Bai, V.E. Bazterra, R.R. Betts, I. Bucinskaite, J. Callner,
R. Cavanaugh, O. Evdokimov, L. Gauthier, C.E. Gerber, D.J. Hofman, S. Khalatyan,
F. Lacroix, C. O’Brien, C. Silkworth, D. Strom, P. Turner, N. Varelas
The University of Iowa, Iowa City, USA
U. Akgun, E.A. Albayrak, B. Bilki60, W. Clarida, K. Dilsiz, F. Duru, S. Griffiths, J.-
P. Merlo, H. Mermerkaya61, A. Mestvirishvili, A. Moeller, J. Nachtman, C.R. Newsom,
E. Norbeck, H. Ogul, Y. Onel, F. Ozok52, S. Sen, P. Tan, E. Tiras, J. Wetzel, T. Yetkin,
K. Yi
Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, USA
B.A. Barnett, B. Blumenfeld, S. Bolognesi, D. Fehling, G. Giurgiu, A.V. Gritsan, Z.J. Guo,
G. Hu, P. Maksimovic, M. Swartz, A. Whitbeck
– 35 –
J
H
E
P
0
1
(
2
0
1
3
)
0
1
3
The University of Kansas, Lawrence, USA
P. Baringer, A. Bean, G. Benelli, R.P. Kenny Iii, M. Murray, D. Noonan, S. Sanders,
R. Stringer, G. Tinti, J.S. Wood
Kansas State University, Manhattan, USA
A.F. Barfuss, T. Bolton, I. Chakaberia, A. Ivanov, S. Khalil, M. Makouski, Y. Maravin,
S. Shrestha, I. Svintradze
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, USA
J. Gronberg, D. Lange, F. Rebassoo, D. Wright
University of Maryland, College Park, USA
A. Baden, B. Calvert, S.C. Eno, J.A. Gomez, N.J. Hadley, R.G. Kellogg, M. Kirn,
T. Kolberg, Y. Lu, M. Marionneau, A.C. Mignerey, K. Pedro, A. Peterman, A. Skuja,
J. Temple, M.B. Tonjes, S.C. Tonwar
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, USA
A. Apyan, G. Bauer, J. Bendavid, W. Busza, E. Butz, I.A. Cali, M. Chan, V. Dutta,
G. Gomez Ceballos, M. Goncharov, Y. Kim, M. Klute, K. Krajczar62, A. Levin,
P.D. Luckey, T. Ma, S. Nahn, C. Paus, D. Ralph, C. Roland, G. Roland, M. Rudolph,
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